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Appendix A
INTRODUCTION

Background

The CINMSiis currently involved in a management plan revision, a process that is mandated to
take place approximately every five years. Two major issues have emerged from public scoping meetings
on the management plan revision; 1) Boundary Expansion and 2) Ecological or Marine Reserve(s) or “no
take areas’. Changes with respect to either of these issues was entail management actions and regulations
that may have socioeconomic impacts on current and future user groups.

For the management plan revision, the CINMS organized a Sanctuary Advisory Council (SAC)
made-up of various stakeholders. For the ecological or marine reserve (s), the CINMS organized a Marine
Reserve Working Group (MRWG), also made-up of various stakeholders, that was develop aternatives and
make a recommendation to the SAC and the CINM S with regard to establishment of marine reserves. A
science panel and socioeconomics team have been established to advise the CINMS, SAC and MRWG for
both the boundary expansion and marine reserve (s).

The socioeconomics team has hired three contractors who performed the data collection for the
recreation industry and the commercial fishing industry to support the socioeconomic impact analysis of
the marine reserves (s). The Socioeconomics Team is led by two NOAA economists, Dr. Vernon R. (Bob)
Leeworthy and Peter C. Wiley. For the recreation industry, Dr. Charles Kolstad, Professor of Economics at
the University of California-Santa Barbara, was contracted to collect information. For the commercial
fisheries, two contractors were hired to collect information; Dr. Craig Barilotti of Sea Foam Enterprisesin
San Diego, Californiaand Dr. Caroline Pomeroy of the University of California-Santa Cruz. Dr. Barilotti
collected information from all commercial fishermen that fish in the CINMS, other than squid fishermen,
and Dr. Pomeroy collected information from squid fishermen that fish the CINMS.

The information was collected to support the socioeconomic impact analysis of the marine reserve
(s) isbeing collected and compiled in a manner so asto capture both the temporal and spatial variation in
activities for the recreation industry and catch and value for the commercial fisheries. The information was
placed in a geographical information system (GIS) using the ArcView software. The information from
both the recreation industry and the commercial fishing industry was collected using a one square minute
unit of resolution.

Theinformation organized in the GIS are linked with economic parameters from existing studies
and were used to devel op estimates of economic impacts as measured by changes in both market economic
values (e.g., sales/output, income and employment) and non market economic values (e.g., consumer’s
surplus and economic rents). Socioeconomic profiles of those potentially impacted were compared against
all usersfrom agiven user group and against the general population of the local area (e.g., Santa Barbara
and Ventura Counties).

To accomplish the above required areview of the existing literature and data bases available and
compiling this information in a manner that it was used in the socioeconomic impact analyses.

Even though our focus here is on Santa Barbara and V entura counties as the primary study areas
for estimating economic impact, we have learned that some impacts was experienced in Los Angeles,
Orange and San Diego counties. Impacts from kelp harvesting take place in San Diego County. A
significant portion of the market squid catch islanded in San Pedro in Los Angeles County. And, we have
also learned that several recreational fishing and diving operations operate out of Los Angeles County. So
in our final analyses these impacts was have to be accounted for, however, they were not significant
relative to the entire county economies for this county. They were important for our purposes of estimating
the impacts on users, both direct and indirect.
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Purpose

The purpose of this document isto provide the necessary background information on the local
social and economic (socioeconomic) environment for which changes in management actionsin the
Channel Islands National Marine Sanctuary (CINMS) were analyzed in this socioeconomic impact
analysis. Theinformation presented here is what we have found to date to be the “best available
information”.

For the issues of boundary expansion and marine reserves, three direct uses are potentially
impacted; 1) tourist/recreational use, 2) commercial fishing (including kelp harvesting) and 3) offshore oil
and gas. With respect to the local economies, each of these three uses will have ripple or multiplier effects
as measured by market economic values (e.g., output/sales, income, employment and tax revenues). Inthis
report, we attempt to review available information to assess how important these three industries are to the
Santa Barbara and Ventura County economies. In addition, we present information on the currently known
spatial distribution of recreational uses, and commercial fishing in the marine reserve study area. We aso
present what is known about social and economic parameters that are used in socioeconomic impact
analyses for proposed management changes or regulatory changes in the two study areas.

Demographic and Economic Profile

Population. Historical population estimates presented here are from the U.S. Department of Commerce,
Census Bureau (http://www.census.gov), while population projections are from the University of
California-Santa Barbara, Economic Forecast Project. Ventura County has almost twice the population of
Santa Barbara County and has been growing faster since 1980. Through the 1990s’, Ventura County
population has been growing faster than both the State of California and Santa Barbara County. Santa
Barbara County has been growing slightly slower than the State of California. Santa Barbara County is
projected to grow faster between 1998-2002 than Ventura County (7.8% vs. 6.0%), but then slower
between 2002-2006 (3.1% vs. 5.8%). See Table 1.

Although, Ventura County’ s population is larger and has been growing faster than Santa
Barbara's, the relative compositions of both populations are quite similar in terms of gender, race/ethnicity
and age and, both counties are projected to change in the same general directions. For the 1990s, there
appear to be no significant differences with regard to gender or race/ethnicity between Santa Barbara and
Ventura Counties. However, there does appear to be a difference in age distributions. Santa Barbara
appears to be alittle older with a higher percent of population age 65 or older indicating alarger retirement
community. For the projection periods, the most significant change expected is the proportion of
population that was Latino. The populations of both counties are expected to become more Latino and less
White, Not Latino, while the Black, Not Latino and Asian, Not Latino remain at approximately constant
proportions. The projected proportions of retirement age populations are expected to remain constant in
Santa Barbara County, while increasing slightly in Ventura County. See Table 2.
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Table 1. Population, Population Growth and Projected Growth for California,

Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties

Santa Barbara Ventura

Cdlifornia County County
Population
1990 29,950,100 370,900 671,600
1994 31,317,200 386,700 703,700
1998 32,682,800 389,500 732,100
Population Growth (%)
1980-1990 25.7 23.7 26.4
1990-1994 4.6 4.3 4.8
1994-1998 4.4 0.7 4.0
1990-1999 11.2 5.8 11.4
Population Projections
2002 n/a 419,800 776,000
2006 n/a 433,000 821,200
Population Projection

Growth

1998-2002 n/a 7.8 6.0
2002-2006 n/a 3.1 5.8

Sources: Population; U.S. Department of Commerce, Census Bureau (http://www.census.gov).
Population Projections; University of California-Santa Barbara, Economic
Forecast Project, 1999 Economic Outlook Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties.
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Table 2. Demographic Profiles of Santa Barbara and Ventura County Populations

Santa Barbara County

1990 1994 1998 2002 2006
Gender
Male 50.2 51.2 50.5 50.6 50.6
Female 49.8 48.8 495 49.4 49.4
Ethnicity
White 66.2 63.7 63.1 62.1 60.7
Black 25 25 2.7 2.8 2.9
Asian 4.7 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.8
Latino 26.6 27.6 29.5 30.4 31.4
Age
Less than 5 7.5 7.8 7.5 6.9 6.9
5to0 19 20.2 19.4 20.0 20.6 20.4
20to 34 28.6 26.8 24.1 21.2 18.9
35t0 44 14.4 15.7 16.3 17.0 17.3
45 to 54 9.2 10.4 12.0 13.4 14.4
55to 64 7.8 7.5 7.7 8.5 9.7
65to 74 6.9 6.8 6.4 6.1 6.1
75 and Over 5.4 5.6 6.0 6.2 6.2
Ventura County
Gender
Male 50.4 50.5 50.5 50.6 50.6
Female 49.6 495 495 49.4 49.4
Ethnicity
White 66.0 64.4 62.7 61.1 59.4
Black 2.2 2.2 2.1 2.3 2.3
Asian 54 54 55 5.6 5.9
Latino 26.4 28.0 29.7 31.0 324
Age
Less than 5 8.3 8.3 7.9 7.4 7.4
5t0 19 22.4 221 22.2 22.1 21.4
20to 34 25.7 23.2 21.2 20.2 19.8
35t0 44 16.3 16.7 16.3 15.3 13.9
45 to 54 10.6 12.3 13.6 14.4 14.6
55 to 64 7.3 7.7 8.6 10.0 11.3
65to 74 55 5.7 5.8 6.2 6.9
75 and Over 3.8 4.1 4.3 45 4.7

Source: University of California— Santa Barbara, Economic Forecast Project, 1999 Economic
Outlook Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties.
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Labor Force. Aswith population, the labor force of Ventura County is almost twice that of Santa Barbara
County. Unlike population, however, the labor force of both counties have followed different growth
patterns than that of the State of California. Inthe early 1990s', both counties labor forces grew faster than
that of the State of California. However, from 1994-1998, labor force growth came to almost a halt in both
counties, actually declining in Santa Barbara. Aswith population, Ventura County’s labor force grew
faster than Santa Barbara County’ s from 1990 to 1998 (6.8% vs. 3.7%). Labor forcesin both counties are
projected to grow relatively fast between 1998-2002, but, as with population, both are expected to slow
over the 2002-2006 period, more in line with projected population growths. Labor Force composition was
not available on atime series basis, nor were there projections available. However, comparing 1990 |abor
forces in both counties, there were no significant differences between the counties and the patterns
generally matched those of populations for the two counties. Although, as we shall discuss below, thereis
a difference between those that work in a county and those that live in a county. And, thiswas have
important implications for assessing socioeconomic impacts.

Table 3. Labor Force, Labor Force Growth and Projected Labor Growth for
California, Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties

Cdifornia  SantaBarbara Ventura

Labor Force

1990 15,193,400 193,000 370,400
1994 15,450,000 196,900 385,300
1998 16,323,900 195,700 387,700
Labor Force Growth (%)

1990-1994 17 20 4.0
1994-1998 5.7 -0.6 0.6
1990-1999 9.2 3.7 6.8

Labor Force Projections
2002 n/a 208,900 412,900
2006 n/a 216,100 436,800

Labor Force Projection

Growth
1998-2002 n‘a 6.7 6.5
2002-2006 n‘a 34 5.8
Labor Force 1990
Gender
Mae 56.0 55.4 56.7
Female 44.0 44.6 43.3
Ethnicity
White 60.3 67.8 68.2
Black 6.2 2.2 21
Hispanic 23.6 25.2 24.3
Native American 0.6 0.8 0.5
Asian/Pacific Islander 9.0 3.9 49
Other 0.1 0.1 0.1
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Employment and Income. In conducting economic impact analyses, an important first step is defining the
study area. In developing regional economic impact modelsit isimportant to understand the

interrel ationships between surrounding areas. The county political unit and metropolitan statistical areas
(MSAS) are used to organize statistical information about employment and income. MSAs attempt to
define areas that cross political boundaries but are economically closely linked because of numerous
interrelationships. There is no Santa Barbara-V entura County M SA indicating that these two counties are
not highly linked economically. The only MSA in the two-county area exists within Santa Barbara County,
e.g., Santa Barbara-Lompoc-Santa MariaMSA. Therefore, we only report Santa Barbara County and
Ventura County information here.

Income is reported from two perspectives; 1) income by place of residence and 2) income by
place of work. Income and employment by place of work are further reported by industry. Income and
employment by place of work is also reported for wage and salary workers versus proprietors (business
owners). Differencesin these measurements often reveal important differences about the nature of the
local economies that are important for socioeconomic impact analyses. For example, alarge difference
between income by place of residence and income by place of work might reveal that the economy of the
area under study islargely driven by income earned from sources unrelated to work in the area and this was
dampen the impacts of management changes that impact local work related income and employment. A
large number of proprietors indicate the prevalence of small businesses which receive special treatment
under Federal Regulatory Impact Reviews.

Income by Place of Residence versus Income by Place of Work. In 1990, Santa Barbara County’sincome
by place of work was only 48.8% of the income by place of residence. Thiswas much higher than the
36.2% for the State of California, but much lower than the 76.0% for Ventura County. From 1990 to 1997,
the proportion of income by place of work rose for Santa Barbara County (from 48.8% to 59.6%), but
declined for Ventura County (from 76.0% to 72.1%). Santa Barbara County is driven much more by forces
unrelated to work in the county than Ventura County.

Table 4. Personal Income by Place of Residence and by Place of Work
For California, Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties

Income by Placeof  Income by Place of Work as %

Residence (000's$)  Work (000’'s $) of Residence

1990

California 639,297,540 469,355,580 36.2
Santa Barbara 8,282,659 5,567,203 48.8
Ventura 14,744,992 8,378,763 76.0
1994

California 718,321,442 517,993,813 38.7
Santa Barbara 9,311,405 5,887,111 58.2
Ventura 16,557,595 9,799,145 69.0
1997

Cdifornia 846,838,798 607,976,152 39.3
Santa Barbara 10,760,412 6,743,656 59.6
Ventura 19,173,001 11,138,553 72.1
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There are several sources of income unrelated to work in a county that are recorded and they are
generaly referred to as transfer payments and property income. Social security and pensions are two of the
most important transfer payments and dividends, interest and rent are the most important sources of
property income. Socia Security and Medicare deductions from current workers are recorded as a
deduction in income by place of work in deriving income by place of residence. The other difference
between income by place of work and residence is called the residence adjustment. The residence
adjustment is the net flow of income to a county that results from some residents that work outside the
county of residence and bring income into the county (inflow of income) versus residents from other
counties that work inside the county but take their incomes home to their counties of residence (outflow of
income).

In 1990, Santa Barbara had a net outflow of income or a residence adjustment of about -$131
million. By 1997 this figure had grown to almost -$150 million. Ventura County, however, has a net
inflow of income based on the residence adjustment. 1n 1990, the Ventura County residence adjustment
was about $2.95 billion and by 1997 rose to over $3 hillion.

The Census of Intercounty Commuters for 1990 reveals the nature of the above net flows (see
Appendix Table 1). The 1990 Census of Intercounty Commuters shows that Santa Barbara County had a
net inflow of workersinto the county of 4,397. There were 10,236 residents of Santa Barbara County that
commuted to work outside the county and there were 14,633 non-residents that worked inside the county.
This net flow of workers into the county results in a net outflow of income from the county as non-resident
workers take their earned incomes home to their counties of residence.

In 1990, Ventura County had a net outflow of workers of -55,392. There were 84,838 residents
that commuted to work outside the county and 29,446 non-residents that worked inside the county. The net
outflow of workers resulted in a net inflow of income as residents that worked outside the county brought
their incomes home to Ventura County. Los Angeles County accounted for the overwhelming majority of
residents that commute to work outside the county (92.5%). Los Angeles and Ventura counties are highly
connected with 23,635 of the 26,354 (or 89.7%) non residents that work inside Ventura County coming
from Los Angeles County.

Ventura County and Santa Barbara County are not highly connected. Relatively small proportions
of both counties work forces live in the neighboring county. 1n 1990, only 2,433 residents of Santa Barbara
County commuted to work in Ventura County and only 5,594 Ventura County residents commuted to work
to Santa Barbara County. Ventura County residents only made up only about 3% of all Santa Barbara
County workers and Santa Barbara County residents made up less than one percent (0.8%) of all Ventura
County workers.

Proprietors. Proprietors account for a significant proportion of both income and employment in both Santa
Barbara and Ventura counties. In 1990, proprietors accounted for 18.7% of income and 20.2% of
employment in Santa Barbara County and 15.65% of income and 19.9% of employment in Ventura
County. In the 1990s, the relative importance of proprietors in both countiesincreased. 1n 1997,
proprietors accounted for 19.1% of the income and 22.3% of the employment in Santa Barbara County and
16.8% of the income and 23.1% of the employment in Ventura County. These proportions were relatively
higher than that for the entire State of California. Thisisafairly good indicator that small businesses are
very important in both counties. See Table 5.
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Table 5. Proprietors Income and Employment for California, Santa Barbara and
Ventura Counties

Proprietors Proprietors

Income (000's $) % Employment %
1990
Celifornia 60,048,930 12.8 2,908,845 17.2
Santa Barbara 1,041,631 18.7 43,583 20.2
Ventura 1,307,970 15.6 65,577 19.9
1994
Cdlifornia 73,643,501 14.2 3,287,440 19.6
Santa Barbara 1,100,644 18.7 47,273 217
Ventura 1,668,389 17.0 77,455 22.2
1997
Celifornia 86,155,451 14.2 3,608,489 20.0
Santa Barbara 1,289,111 19.1 51,809 22.3
Ventura 1,870,996 16.8 83,690 231

Indicators of Economic Health and Wealth. Unemployment rates and per capitaincomes are probably the
two most popular measures used as indicators of the health and wealth of communities, states or nations.
Through the 1990s both unemployment and real per capitaincome (per capitaincomein 1999 $i.e.,
adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index) moved in the same directions in both Santa Barbara
and Ventura counties. Throughout the 1990s unemployment rates in Santa Barbara and Ventura counties
were lower than that for the entire State of California. Santa Barbara s unemployment rate has always been
below that of Ventura County and, except for 1994, Santa Barbara’ s unemployment rate was lower than
that for the entire U.S. Ventura County’ s unemployment rate has remained somewhere between that for the
entire State of Californiaand the U.S.

Real per capitaincomesin Santa Barbara and Ventura counties were higher than that for the entire
State of California and for the U.S throughout the 1990s. Santa Barbara sreal per capitaincomeis slightly
higher than Ventura County’s and has grown faster than Ventura County’s. 1n 1990, real per capitaincome
was 1.6% higher in Santa Barbara County than in Ventura County, by 1998 Santa Barbara County’s real
per capitaincome was 3.5% higher than Ventura County’s. Thisislargely explained by a higher
proportion of Santa Barbara County’s income coming from dividends and interests from investments. The
1990s were are relatively good time for return on investments in stocks.

Other comparisons between the two counties reveal another source of the differencein real per
capitaincomes between the two counties. Average Earnings Per Job and Average Wage & Salaries reveal
that real average earnings per job and real average wages & salaries declined in Santa Barbara County from
1990 to 1997, whilein Ventura County there was a more mixed result. From 1990-1997, real average
earnings per job decreased, while real average wage & salariesincreased. In addition, real average
nonfarm proprietor’sincome increased in Ventura County, while declining in Santa Barbara County (see
Appendix Table A.2). Again we see from these patterns that Santa Barbara County incomes are much
more dependent on sources not related to work in the county than in Ventura County.
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Table 6. Unemployment Rates and Per Capita Incomes for U.S., California, Santa Barbara
And Ventura Counties

Santa Barbara Ventura

u.S Cdlifornia County County
Unemployment (%)
1990 5.6 5.8 4.9 5.7
1994 5.6 8.6 7.2 7.8
1998 4.5 5.9 4.4 5.6
1999 4.2 5.2 3.9 4.8
Per Capita Income ($)
1990 19,156 21,363 22,361 22,002
1994 22,056 22,953 24,406 23,690
1997 25,288 26,314 27,839 26,563
1998 26,482 27,579 28,678 27,699
Per Capita Income (1999 $)
1990 24,328 27,131 28,398 27,943
1994 24,703 25,707 27,335 26,533
1997 26,300 27,367 28,953 27,626
1998 27,012 28,131 29,252 28,253

For Santa Barbara County, the disparity between the trendsin real per capitaincome and measures
of income from work in the county reveal a pattern often cited about the distribution of income and wealth
becoming more concentrated amongst higher income groups. Neither workers nor proprietorsin Santa
Barbara shared the gains in income and wealth indicated by the increasein real per capitaincome through
the 1990s. Workers and proprietors have faired relatively better in Ventura County. On average, workers
now earn more in Ventura County than in Santa Barbara County. Although, the trend for the average real
earning of proprietorsis on the decline in Santa Barbara County and increasing in Ventura County, Ventura
County proprietors still earn, on average, significantly less than Santa Barbara County proprietors.

Income and Employment by Industry. For purposes of economic impact analyses, in terms of income and
employment impacts, income and employment by industry is critical because it provides the necessary
control totalsin the economic accounting system. A limitation of this accounting system isthat it is still
based on the old industrial economy and generally is not designed to yield direct insightsinto how the use
of natural resources and the environment are connected to the economy. Linking the economy and the
environment is the very heart of the Socioeconomic Team’stask. We need to be able to answer the
question, if the use of the natural resources of the CINMS is changed, what was the impact on the income
and employment in the local economies? To answer this question requires supplemental information
organized so that it maps directly into the current system of accounting. In some cases, the income and
employment by industry statistics can give us upper bound estimates of the direct portion of impact (i.e.,
not counting multiplier impacts) for particular uses. Our approach hereisto first look at the most
aggregated information, then proceed to evaluate information collected by other institutions and how it
maps into the more aggregated statistics. Each step along the way our objective isto see how close we can
get to linking the economy with the environment and assessing the relative importance to the economy of
natural resource base uses.
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Figures 1 and 2 show the percentages of income and employment by industry to Santa Barbara
and Ventura counties (see Appendix Tables A.3 and A.4 for more details and comparisons for different
years). At thisvery aggregated level, the distributions for both income and employment by industry are
very similar for the two counties. Commercial fisheries would be included under the category
“Agricultural Services, Forestry, Fishing and Other”. In 1997, this category accounted for only 2.2% of
income by place of work in Santa Barbara County and only 2.3% in Ventura County. This servesasafirst
step upper bound on the proportion of income by place of work for the direct impacts of the harvesting
portion (not including multiplier impacts) of commercial fishing. Other direct impacts of commercial
fishing would include some portion of Wholesale Trade (e.g., fish houses and buyers) and some portion of
Manufacturing (fish processing).

The category “Mining” includes oil and gas extraction and production activities. In 1997, this
category accounted for only 1.2% of income by place of work in both Santa Barbara and Ventura counties.
This estimate serves as afirst step upper bound on the proportion of income by place of work for the direct
impacts of the extraction and production portion of offshore oil and gas activities. Other direct impacts of
oil and gas extraction and production activities would include some portion of Construction and some
portion of Transportation, Communication and Public Utilities (e.g., pipelines, tankers, port and towing).

The Retail Trade and Services sectors are where the direct impacts of tourism/recreation would be
included. However, these categories are too broad to yield any useful bounds for estimation of the direct
impacts for tourism/recreation. The accounts, as stated above, were simply not designed for this purpose.
In any case, the first step of linking the three natural resource use activities to the economy yielded only
limited insights.
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Figure 1. Personal Income Percentage by Industry for
California and Santa Barbara & Ventura Counties. 1997
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Figure 2. Employment Percent by Industry for Santa Barbara and
Ventura Counties, 1997
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Income and Employment: Step 2 Additional Disaggregation. The accounts reviewed above are what are
called two-digit SIC (Standard Industrial Classification) level of aggregations. The SIC system of
accounting can actually go down to four and six digit levels, which contain more specificity about the
activity. However, because of nondisclosure rules to protect the privacy of business information, the four
digit level isthe best available for large counties and even here there are many categories for which
information is not reported due to nondisclosure. In this step, we explore how much detail we can glean
about the three sectors that are our primary interest. Only income is reported at the lower levels of

disaggregation.

Commercial Fishing Industry. In 1997, fishing income was alittle over $4.8 million in Santa Barbara
County and over $5.9 million in Ventura County. This represents less than one percent of the incomes by
place of work in both counties (0.07% in Santa Barbara and 0.05% in Ventura). Again, thiswould be the
income received by harvesters or commercial fishermen including crews and proprietors of the harvesting
operations. It would not include buyers and fish houses or processors of commercial fish products.

Table 7. Direct Income to Commercial Fishing Harvesting Sector: Santa Barbara
And Ventura Counties 1991 — 1997

Santa Barbara Ventura Santa Barbara Ventura
County County County County
Y ear (000s $) (000s $) (000s1999%)  (000s 1999 $)
1991 3,520 3,010 4,306 3,682
1992 2,912 3,105 3,458 3,687
1993 2,618 3,644 3,018 4,201
1994 3,384 3,895 3,804 4,379
1995 5,194 6,618 5,678 7,235
1996 4,708 5,731 4,999 6,085
1997 4,811 5,937 4,994 6,163

Sources. U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Regional
Economic Information System (http://www.bea.doc.gov) and University
of VirginiaLibrary (http://fisher.lib.virginia.edu).
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Table A.1 1990 Census of Intercounty Commuters for Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties

Santa Barbara County

Total Workersin County
Total Working Residents of County
Net Flow of Workersto County

Residents that Work in the County
Residents that Commute to Work Outside County
Surrounding Counties:
Ventura
San Luis Obispo
Kern
Los Angeles
Other Counties:
Other States:
Other Countries:

Non Residents that Work Inside County
Surrounding Counties:
Ventura
San Luis Obispo
Kern
Los Angeles
Other Counties:

Ventura County

Total Workersin County
Total Working Residents of County
Net Flow of Workersto County

Residents that Work in the County
Residents that Commute to Work Outside County
Surrounding Counties:
Santa Barbara
Los Angeles
Kern
Other Counties:
Other States:
Other Countries:

Non Residents that Work Inside County
Surrounding Counties:
Santa Barbara
Los Angeles
Kern
Other Counties:

2,433
3,584

186
1,775

5,594
5,478

207
1,267

5,594
72,353
261

2,433
23,635
286

7,978

1,729
481
48

12,546

1,390

78,208

5,513
912
205

26,354

2,873

183,655
179,258
4,397

169,022
10,236

14,633

299,794
355,186
-55,392

250,348
84,838

29,446
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Table A.2. Average Earnings Per Job, Average Wages & Salaries and Average Nonfarm Proprietors
Income for U.S,, California, Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties

SantaBarbara Ventura

u.s Cdlifornia  County County
Avg. Earnings Per Job ($)
1990 24,531 27,683 25,752 25,381
1994 28,171 30,952 27,036 28,032
1997 30,842 33,744 29,024 30,685
Avg. Wage & Salary (%)
1990 23,430 26,239 23,632 24,099
1994 26,528 29,342 24,973 26,608
1997 29,814 32,971 27,562 30,285
Avg. Nonfarm Proprietor's Income ($)
1990 17,055 19,815 21,551 16,060
1994 20,098 21,804 21,925 19,002
1997 21,508 23,430 22,993 20,379
Avg. Earnings Per Job (1999 $)
1990 31,154 35,157 32,705 32,234
1994 31,552 34,666 30,280 31,396
1997 32,076 35,094 30,185 31,912
Avg. Wage & Salary (1999 $)
1990 29,756 33,324 30,013 30,606
1994 29,711 32,863 27,970 29,801
1997 31,007 34,290 28,664 31,496
Avg. Nonfarm Proprietor's Income (1999 $)
1990 21,660 25,165 27,370 20,396
1994 22,510 24,420 24,556 21,282
1997 22,368 24,367 23,913 21,194
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Table A.4. Employment by Industry for California, Santa Barbara and Ventura Counties:
Comparisons: 1994 and 1997 (000’s $ and Percent)

Santa Barbara County Ventura County
Industry 1994 1997 1994 1997
Farm 7,814 10,095 10,313 10,499
Agricultural Services, forestry, fish
and other 9,959 8,636 13,149 13,051
Mining 1,514 1,421 2,601 2,121
Construction 9,136 11,077 17,736 19,335
Manufacturing 18,898 19,000 32,778 35,246
Transportation, Communication and
Public Utilities 6,265 6,971 13,025 12,428
Wholesale trade 6,416 6,369 14,076 15,168
Retail trade 37,375 39,606 57,354 61,308
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 15,791 16,564 26,463 28,003
Services 71,802 78,550 113,069 117,943
Government 32,380 34,062 49,008 47,895
Federd, Civilian 3,452 3,493 11,053 9,106
Military 4,302 4,348 7,766 7,080
State and Locd 24,626 26,221 30,189 31,709
State 7,152 7,449 3,139 2,409
Locd 17,474 18,772 27,050 29,219
Total 217,750 232,351 349,572 362,997
Wage and Salary 170,477 180,542 272,117 279,307
Proprietors 47,273 51,809 77,455 83,690
Farm 3.6 4.3 3.0 29
Agricultural Services, forestry, fish
and other 4.6 3.7 3.8 3.6
Mining 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.6
Construction 4.2 4.8 51 5.3
Manufacturing 8.7 8.2 9.4 9.7
Transportation, Communication and
Public Utilities 29 3.0 3.7 3.4
Wholesale trade 29 2.7 4.0 4.2
Retail trade 17.2 17.0 16.4 16.9
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 7.3 7.1 7.6 7.7
Services 33.0 33.8 32.3 325
Government 14.9 14.7 14.0 13.2
Federal, Civilian 1.6 15 3.2 25
Military 2.0 19 2.2 2.0
State and Locd 11.3 11.3 8.6 8.7
State 3.3 3.2 0.9 0.7
Locd 8.0 8.1 7.7 8.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Wage and Salary 78.3 7.7 77.8 76.9
Proprietors 21.7 22.3 22.2 231
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